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sub~interviews within the main interview to assess the level of use
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: Science cCurriculum Study (ISCS). A total of five teachers using the
. TNW program were interviewed personally or by telephone. Results show
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ASSESSING THE DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE L : j’i
c o IMPORTANT FEATUHES OF I4 CURRICULAH INNOVATION

R Any reView of the 11terature an education revealsimany studles « N\
.that, report no Significant findings or indicate conflicting results, .The \
. fack of deflnitive findipigs regarding the superiority of particular pro~
grams, materials, strategies, and techniques has frustrated researchers
and practitioners alike for years. A few researchers such as Stephens
(1967) seem to have despaired of ever obtaining definitlve reéﬁlts. Some
+ - more optimistic researchers have SOught achievement—treatment interactions.
Although this research area has yielded ‘Some results, progress has ‘been
slow (Tobias, 1976). Other researchers havd questioned the basic research
methodologigs uSedqln educational research. )

Chartbrs and: Jonés (197}) drew the attention of the research com-~
munity to the fact that sometimes the differences between "experimental"
Yzand "control" programs dre more fictional than factual They stated that

unless adequate measurement techniques are used this lack of difference
will be undetected L . " . i
The relevance of this to curriculum research was shownqhy Hall
and Loucks (1977) Their study compared student achievement' in reading
and mathematics. between schools using Individually Guided’ Education (IGE)
and non-IGE schools. Initial results indicated no significant differ—
ences. However,.when| the researchers -imterviewed teachers.to determine
the extent to uhich each teacher was individualizing reading and math- .
ematics instheir classroom, they found that use and nonuse'of individual-
ization was widespread in both IGE and non—IGE schools., Re-analysis of
'the data to compare actual users and nonusers of individualization
revealed significant differences. This study clearly indicated the need
for carefulrmeasurement to ensure that curriculum innovations'haverbeen
implemented:in the "experiméntal" group and not in the "control® group.
A number of different technigues have been used to assess the
fidelity of implementation, the degree to which the actual use of\an in-~ |

novation corresponds to its intended or planned use. These include:

, s
5 . .l»\
)
" :

7



- ) . : [ . . .‘;
. , 2
! R - . .

direct olgssroom observation (?shley and Butts, 1970; ﬁﬁans’and Scheffler,
1974; Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein, 1971; Hess and Buckholdt, 19743
and Naumann-Etienne, 1974), a combination of questionnaires and. direct
observation (Crowther, 1972; Leinhafqty 1973; Leinb%rdf, 1974), question-

el

naires and an analysis of key documents (Downey et al., 1975), jteacher -

questionnaires (Cole, 1971), and focused interviews with teachers (Hall
and Toucks, 1977). | |

Direct classroom observation over an.extended period would seem

to be fhe most desirable and valid-technique of assessing the‘degree of
implementation of a curricular innﬁvation; howe&er;-lim;tations of time
and money often preclude the use of this yéchnique.r

The Level of Use framework (Hall ét al., 1975; Hall & Rutherford,

'1976) appears to be an attractive alt%;natlve. This framework is ﬂased
‘on the Concerns—Based Adoptlon ModellKCBAM) developed by Hall, Wallace,

and Dossett (1973). They hypothesL/ed eight dlfferent Levels of Use: .

Non-use, orientation, preparatlon,fmechanlcal use, routine Z—usq;7

refinement, integration, and ren/qal. A branc 5?\£ocused intexrview
with the user of the in90vatio,/(teachep) is ubed to assess the Level of
/assroomﬁ(Loucks, Newlove, *& Hall, 1975’.

Use of the innovation jin the
Evaluations of the teéhniqu%findicated interrater reliabilities of from

. 0.87 to 0.96 for repeated 3ét1ngs of tape-recorded interviews and a cor-

relation between 1nterv1ewfrat1ngs and ratings by ethnographers, who
spent a full day vith a gample of teachers, of 0.98 (Hall & Loucks, 1977).
In addition, longitudi 1 studies indicate that there is a gradual mo%e~
ment of users from 1032& 1evels of use to hlgher levels of use as a ﬂunc~
tion of the length off time an innovation has been used (Loucks, 1978).

" The comprehe981veness of this framework is an asset to the Te-~
searcher who is st@dying the implementation process ,in depth But, the
complex1ty of the/Z;ale and the measurement technlque may prove to be a
11ab111t¥/to the/researcher vho is only interested in assessing the
relatlve/"pumlty" of experlmental and control groups. This paper presents
an abbrév1ated form of the scale for use in such situations.

. A second drawback of the original framework in research on cur-
ricula is that it is designed to measure the level of use of a single ‘

immovation fhile a t&pical curricular "innovation" actually consists of

a "bundle"/ of independent processes and ideas. The Level of Use Training
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f'f?nual recognizes this pioblem but the sﬁggéstion of using separate,
Complote interviews for each of the gSeparate innovations is not entircly
satldfactory (Loucks, Newlove, & Hall, 1975, pp. 30-32). This paper
proposes the use of "sub—lnterV1ew§? within the main interview to assess
the level of use of each of the oomponen%s of interest in the curriculum.
‘innovation bundle. ‘

A more serious problcm in the uge of the original level of use
fromowork is that there is no formalized strategy for assessing the,

- extent to which the inmovation is used in thé classroom. The importance
of'this aspect"of~measurement is emphasized by the study of Gross,
Gidoquinta, and Bornstein (1971) in which direct classroom observation
indicated that teachers behaved in éccordance with the‘expected role only

~about twenty percent of the time. These teachers may have been implemen-
t;ng the innovatiop at a mechanical level or even a routiﬁe level but the
extent of their imyfé@entation was low. Loucks, Newlove, and Hall (1975,
Pp. 315 use one or more questions-at the beginning of the interview to.
assess the extént of use of the innovatibn but only to separate users
from nonusers. This paper expands on this technique to‘asseso the extent
of uso of.the total curriculum package and the ﬁarious separate innova~

tions of interest.

-~

Levels of Curriculum Implementation

L There appear to be two independent factors that must’be considered
1n\accounb1ng for the varlatlon observed in teachers' actual use of a
currlculum innovation in a classroom situation. The first is the fidelity
of use of the innovatién or the degree to which the original 1ntentlon§
of the instructional designer are followed in 1mp1ement1ng it. The sec—
ond is the degree of use or the proportion of appropriate 1nstructlonal
time that is devoted to the uge of the innovation.

The fidelity of use factor 1s very difficult to define and measure
accuratelyg In their review Fullan and Pbmfret (1977) indicate that the
measurement of levels of use of an innovation proposed by Hall and TLoucks
(1977) takegjthe measurement of the fideli&yfbf implementation to its
logical and methodological conolusion. This method, modified fo reduoe
its compleiity and to pormit the separate assessment of the various sep-

arate assessment of the various separate immovations inherent in a cui-.

O
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riculum innovation, is the one proposed in this paper.

The degree of use of an inrfovation is also difficult to measure
but it must be considered. Teachers vary in the,extent'e} their use of
an entire curriculum package. Some teachers will use one curricular
package throughout the year with all of their students. Others will
limit the use to certain students or certain segments of the course.
Teachers also vary in the extent to whlch they implement the various
features features or inmnovations inherent in a curriculum innovation,
This is a particularly important consideration in such recent curriculas
innovations as the Intermediate Science Curriculum Study (ISCS) materials
and the Ind{v1duallzed S01egge Instructional System (ISIS) materlals
which are specifically designed to proG.ﬁe the teacher with the flex—
ibility of implementing or not 1mp1ement1ng such important features as:
self-pacing, éelf—sequencing, self~-diagnosis and prescription of remedia-—
tion, brapching, and self-evaluation. Thus it is necessary to measure
both the?

"of use of the various separate features or innovations inherent in the

egree of use of the entire curriculum package and the degree

package to account for the variability encountered'in actual use.

The methedology déscribed below uses separate scales to megsﬁre
the two factors: the degree of use and the level of use. These two
scales form a degree of implehentation (DoI) matrix. One Dol matrix.
is produced for the overall program and one for each of the 1nnovatlons
1nherent Ln the program. - ’

Dgfinition of the Modified Level of Use (ps¥-lod) Scale

The fidelity of use of an innovation is measured using a modified

//}orm of the Level of Use (LoU) Scale described by Hall et al. (1975) and
" Loucks (1977). The modified Level of Use Scale (LoU-Mod) distinguishes

between four discrete levels of use of a curriculum innovation: mechan~
ical use, routine use, refinement, and modification. The scale points
of the LoU (Mod) are defined in Figure 1. The first three levels are
essentially the same as those of the original LoU Scale. The fourth
1eVe14 modified use,‘is used to characterize situations in.vhich the
user has made substantial changes in the overall pregram or innovative

feature so that the instructional intent is altercd.

3
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Figure 1: Definition of LoU-Mod Scale Points &

o

LoU-Mod Scale Points  Definitions (. )

The state‘ap.whlch the user is prllarlly

Level A -~ Mechanical

. . concerned about the day-to-day mechaiiics
of use. There is little time for reflec~
tion. Changes are made to meet user needs
rather than student needg.

Level B The state in which the use of the program

or feature has stabilized. Few changes
are made. . Little thought is given to im-
_ proving its use or impact.

. . A i \ .
Level C ~ Refinement 'The state in which the use is varied to
’ S .increase its impact on’ students. The var—
' iations are hased on the user’s knowledge
of the short and 1ong term effécts of the
‘program or feature on students and its
demands on them,

Level D -~ Modification The stgte 1n which jthe user has substan—

’ tially modified the program or feature so’
that it no longer meets the orlglnal
intent. ,

; - J
f

i Several scale pQ{nts of thé\briginal LoU Scale have been deleted
or shifted to the degree of use .dimension. The scale points '"non-use"
and "integration" have been shlfted to the degree of use scale. The
scale points "orlentatlon" and “preparatlon" have been deleted since they

- represent -varlous levels of preparation for use rather than actual use
and s0 are of littie inberest to a researcher attempting to assess the
"purity" of the experimental and control groups. Another scale point\
that has been deleted is "renewal'". This scale point isiused to charac-

terize an individuad who is currently using the innpvatibn but who is
seeking alterpatives Y6 replace the innovation. Since such a pexson is
still activel§ using lthe iﬁnovafion in the classroom, the valﬁe of iden-
tifying this category\of users seemed marginal and this scale point was
deleted from the LoU-Mod.

There are a variety of behaviors that are characteristic of the

various levels of use of an innovation. The original LoU Scale describes

séVen different categories of behaviors that vary from level to level.

These categories are: knowledge, acquiring information, sharing, assess—

K4
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\Figm‘e 2: The Lo0-Mod Chart l

DEFINITION OF LHVEL OF
- USk SCALE POINTS

BEEﬂVIOHjCATEGORIES

TFORYATION SEEKING

~ EVALUATIVE BERAVIOR

STATUS REPORTING

LEVEL A - YECRAVICAL
The user is primarily
concerned about the.
day=to-day mechanics
of use, Little time
for reflection, Changes
nade to meet user needs
ox. than student -
needs,

Seeks information about
management~related
topics as schedling,
tining, and logistics
and ideas to reduce the

tine and effort required

of the vger.

Evaluates pse with .
respect to problens of
logistics, management,
time, resources, equip-
ment, schédules and
general reaction of
students,

Rnporta that logistics, -

ting, scheduling,resource
organization, efc. are the
focus of wost personal ef-
forps to use the program

or feature,
. \

Ll

LEVEL B ~ ROUTTIE

Tne use of the pn Drogran
or feature has stabil-
ized, Few changes are
nade, Little thought is
1given to improving its
usg or imact.

Makes no yarticular
effort to seek new in-
formation or ideas.

Linits evaluaticp 0

~ that vhich is admini-
- stratively required,

Little attention paid

40, findings for the

purpose of cha,nglng
Use,

Reports that persomal e
iy proceeding satisfactor-

problems,

1
¥

| ily with few, if any, .

“LEVEL € ~ REPDVIONT
The use 1s varied to in-
crease the impact on
Istudents, The varis-
tions aﬁe based on a

|kmowledge of the shozt -

and long-tern effects
and demands on students.

.

geeks information,

1deas, and materials to
serve as the basis for
changing use to affect
student outcomes.

Evaluates oun use of
the strateqy or progran
for the purpose of
changing current prac-
tices to improve stu-
dent outcomes, |

~

Reports vaxy,mg progran

or|

feature in order to nodify

student oubcones.

[N

LEVL D - FODIFICATION
The user has substanti-
ally modified the pro-
gran Cr, feature o ’chatt
it is no longer the
sanc s the original, -

. Seekg nformation, -
_ideas, and raterials to

inplement major changes,

inalyzes strengths and
yeaknesses of “current
practices for the pur-

“pose of implementing

major changes.

Reports subgtential change|. .
and modification to the

progran or feature,

JOTE: A modification of the originel Lol Chart Gevised by Hall eb al, (1975)
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ing, plamning, status. teporting, and performing. The siﬁplified LoU—Méd.
Scale retains only three of these‘categories: information seeking, evalﬁ‘

"uative behavior, and status reporting. The‘various categories and behave
1ors characterlstlc of cach level axve/summarized in Figure 2. The behav'~
lors outlined in this figure form the basis of the assessmeht of an

" individual's level of use of an innovation. The focused 1ntervagy, de—

scribed below, is de81gned to elicit responses that describe the respond\
dent's typical behdv1ors in each of these behavioral categories and thus,

‘allow the interviewer to determine the actual level of use of the 1nnova~L

tion by the respondent. ‘ : ‘ ' -~ 7
The LoU-Mod Scale is used'to describe the level of overall use of iﬂ‘

a curriculum package and the levels of use of the various separate inno- gi

va@ions or featurea that are inherent in the curriculum package. ,ﬁf.

Definition of the Degree of Use (DoU) Scale O A\T/}Qw,\/g‘/ﬁ_
The variation in the extent to which a curricular Rybgram or o "‘é;?%

feature is used in the actual classroom situation is deSchﬁﬁ% E@ ;Q%;
to the Degree of Use (DoU) scale. The extent to which a teacher actuﬁily
uses an innovation is essentially independent of that teacher 3 level of “ﬁﬁﬁy
use of that innovation. For example, when' a teacher 1mp1ements an 1nnova~

tion such as self-pacing of instrfiction the teacher may demonstrete a

routine lewel of use of that innaﬁation, but for one reason or another may
choose not to implement'thet imnovation in the e%aseroom on a regular bagis.

The scale points ‘of the DéU.scele are defined in Figure % and range
from non-use of the innovation to’integrative use. The selection and defi-
nition of these scale points are arbitrary ahd thex were chosen so asg to
keep the scale as simple as p0981b1e yet provide the necessary information
for a researcher interested in determlnlng the "purity" of experimental
and'control groups, The "partial use" scale point can easily be separated ,
into three scale points to indicate; regular use by‘a portion of the class,
irregular use by a portion of the class, and irregular use by the entire
class.

Two of the scale poinfs, "outside use" dnd "integrative use," . require
further explanation. These apply enly to the individual innova%ive curric-
ularsfeatures and not to the curriculum package ags a whole. They are used
to describe satuatlon§ in which students are expooed to the innovative

_curricular f tures of 1nterest 1n classes other than the one that is the

. ) ‘) 1& 1 > o L ‘/. , | | -
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* DoU Scale Pointo .

Definition of Dol Hcale Pointu

Definitiong

Level 0 - Non-Use

Level 1 - Outaide Use o

(for program feabures
/ only) .
/// Level 2 - Partial Use
/
/ .
/
/ . -
.»;t.(t".'r L N
Level % - Regular Use 4
/ 4 ] a .
\\ } R .
y LS \\"_
A\
B N
peraa e '

T i
! :/Level 4 -~ Integrative Use

/ ! '
Y (for program features
. only)

The progrem or fcature 1o not used at all.
This scale point includen pasgl umery who
hive no definlte plans to use it on a
periodic basioce , i

>
N

The feature in not uged in the c}uasroom
in which the program ig implemented but
the students are exposed to the feature
in other clagses they atbtend, -

The progrmﬂ or featurc io used to a lim-
ited extent. A program io used by less
than 80% of the students or for less than
800h of the available instructional time.
A feature is uged with less than 80% of
the students or’ in less than €0 of the
suitable situations.

The progran or feature is used on a reg-
ular, continuwing basis with at Least 80

‘of the students and for at least 80% of

thSlavailablo instructional time (pro—
grams) or suilable situations (fecatures).

- The feature is implemented in the claus-

room at level 2 or 3 and the students are
further exposed to the feature in other
classes they attend. ‘

'

~

, , o
s . / . . . H - .
main focus of interest. The ugefulness of these scale points can be

1t
best illustrated using

an example. Suppose a researcher wag studying

the cﬁfect of a scionce‘untt'bn btudents' critical thiﬁking akills., His

reuul bs vould be neaningless if he failed to ensure that students in the

C A

- experimental and control groups were not receiving instruction in crit-.
. WA .

++ jcal thinking skills in their othergclasses.

. + Determining the degree of‘us&’QﬁEan innoviative feubure can be

DA quite troublesome since oertaaé innof%ﬁigg§ are not”m?nnt for contimuous
- clagsroom use but rather when tho~sitﬁh¥abh aﬁisos. fF9f*gxnmp1e, the
. / ' pelf dia}mosis’nnd proscription fcaturg’bf ﬁhb ISQﬁ;pfégfam is only
. A '
implemented wlien a gtudent reaches the appropriugb“ﬁoctjon of the-in-
structional materialas. Classroom observabion is a very inefficient
. mathod of apsessing the degree of use of such innovative featurves. An
- ) . ‘:'interviow with the terwcher or o stadent is much more efficient but the
\ o ,
Q ) X
ERIC r



'

interviewer must have Lhc expected level of use of the innovation clearly

in mind to be able to rate the actual degree of use correctly.

Measgring Levels of CurricularvImpleméntation

Measuring the level of cﬁ{ricular implementation involves three
stages. These are: seleceting and operationally defining the s separate -
innovations of interest within the cuwrriculum package, interviewing the'
t¢achery, and rating the‘degree‘and level of implementation. The proce-—
dures for each stage arethflined below.

Defining the Separate Innovafions of Interest

Curriculum innovations, particularly those developed with public
" rather than private s uppoft tend to be rclatively complex, .incorporating

severfl ipmovative featurep, which dlstln@ulsh them from more traditional

amg., These 1nnovat10ns range from content and content empha51s

. tYrough classroom organization and cllmate to new roles for the students
ahd teacher. ' ‘

‘ Descriptive literature and teachéisguiies are often the best ref-
erences for the researcher 1n determining which spec1flc 1nnovat10ns are
inherent in the curriculum package and in deflnlng them. However, the
researcher is well advised to <talk with users of the package and spend
some time in a classroom where the package is being implemented because

there maj be gignificant discrepancies between the developers original

.

intentions and the final product. , : \
In most cases an analysis will indicate that the curriculua

package incorporates a large number of separate innovative features. In
these situations the fesearcher must be uélective and consider only those
features that may have a 31gn1f1cant effect on the dependent varlable in
question. The focused interview will become too lonarand cumbersome if
it inéludes quéstions relating to more than five separgte-innovative N
features. : P o ‘L

| The researcher mustq%e careful to operationally define the innova-~
tion to be assessed in terms of specific claséroom behaviors. Unless- the
interviewer has a clear idea 6f,what fhe‘researchor means by the innova-
tion and can communicat'e this to the teache being intci'viewed,‘ the sub~‘

sequent rating of the degree and level Qf)ﬂse will be meaningless. How-

-

-
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- ever, the definition must not be, too tlght because there is. alWays a cer—
i taln amount of modlfloatlon bf an’ 1nnovat10n When it is 1mp1emented -
- (Féilan & Pomfret, 1977, . 357) S o : .

) LS

Conductlng the Interv1ew

_The degree and level of use of a total curriculum package and its

, inmovative features are assessed uSLng 1nformatlon supplied by the teacher
during a focused interview. This interview uses a. brangﬁed format and,
with a skilled interviewer, resembles a casual conversation with the

. teacher about how the program.is working in the classroom.

The interview consists of two major parts. The first relates to
the general level and degree of use of the entire curriculum paékagé.
The second portion deals with the specifié fea%ures or innovations of
interest and is repeated for each of them. The suggested interview pro-
tbcol is given in Figure 4. The wording of the questions and transition
statements need not be followed exactly but the interviewer must be suf-
ficiently knowledgeable about the rating procedures to probe more dee%ly
vhen the appropriate information has not been forthcoming. An annotated
tianscript of a sample interview is provided in Appendix 1.

The length of an intérview varies from 10 to 3% minutes depending
on tha:number of specific innova%ions assessed, the talkativeness of the
respondent, the skill of the interviewer, and the degree and level of
use of the immovations. The intervigwer should, if at all possible,
tape record the interview so that more than one individumal can rate the
degree and lévei of use. '

The training manual for the originals LoU scale (Loucks, Newlove,
& Hall, 1975) is recommended reading for researchers who plan to make

use of this teehnique. It contains many valuable ideas and suggestions.

P
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Are-
you currently

No

“using the program
with your
classes

Do How much do
you use "] you use it?,
it on a regular o | (Probe for:
day-to-day basis proportion
ith all your of studeintts
using it &
time spent)

Generally speaking, how do you think
the program as a whole is working in
your situation? Any problems? If so,
vhat kinds? L

- Y

Are yoa looking for any new ideas or
information about the program? If sq
vhat kind? For what purpose.

¥

Have you made any changes in how you
use the program? What? VWhy? How
recently? Are you considering making
any (other) changes?

What do you see as the effects of
the program? How did you determine
this? Have you gotten any feedback
from students about it? VWhat have
you done with the information you

-iprogram has some interesting

obtained?
v

TRANSITION: You've given me a clear
idea of how you're using the program
in general terms. Now let's focus on
gome specific fealurcs of it. .

b i

11
.
a8 '
Have Do you plan
you used to use this
this program program in

the future?
If soywhen?
¥
TRANSITION:
The program
uses some
interesting
approaches
to teaching
you may be
using now.
Let's see
if you axre.

in the
past
o

Have
you quit
using this

. program
?

How long did you use it? How
did you implement it in your
classroom? What problems did
you £ind? VWhat effects did

it seem to have on students?

[Why 8id you stop using it? ]
¥

When you assess the program
at this point in time, vhat
do you cee as its strongths
and weaknesses?

¥

TRANSITION: « Au you know,the

features. Let's see if you |
are still using some of them,
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Figure 4 (continued)

Features
One (another) feature of

Brief Description

the program is:_(name)
In practice this means

that: (brief description)

Are
you currently
~using this approach
with your
classes

Do students
Ng | you teach
encounter
it in other
classes? If
so,how mmch
and where?

How mmuch do
you use it?

you use

-

Do you have
any pléns

to use this
approach in
the future?
1If so,when?

. 9 :
RECYCLE
OR END

2 using this
approach

(Probe for: |4
P proportion
of students
used with &
time spent)

it on a regular
continuing basis
with each
student

In general terms,how do you feel the How long did you use it? How

approach is working out for you? Any}- did you implement it in your

problems? If so, what kinds? classroom? What problems did|
¥ you find? What effects did

Are you currently looking for ideas it seem to have on students?

or information about this approach? . )

If so, what kind? For what purpose? [Why did you stop using jt? |
v - - v

Originally,using this approach meant When you assess the approach

that:(description). Is this how you at this point in time, what

use it? Have you made any changes do you see as its strengths

recently? What? Why? How recently? - jand weaknesses?

Are you planning any other chaﬂges? '

What do you see as the effects of

this approach? How do you know? Have

you received any student feedback?

Do you ‘work with
the other teachers

who are using this

Yes [approach? How? How RECYCLE
often? Have you OR END

’ made any changes

based on your work|”~
together? What?

students
you teach
encounter this
approach in
any other

L ¥

- ) L3
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The Level of- Tmplementation rating form (Pigure 5) was designed

Rating the Interviecw

to assist the rater in processing the information gathered from the

interview. The interview may be considered to consist of several seg-

ments. The first segment relates to the use of the overall curriculum

package. Subsequent segments refer to the use of the various innovative
features of interest. The aim of the rgtiné procedure is to“assign to
the interviewee separate'lev'is and degrees of use for each segument.

Determining the D;V/gir each segment ig relatively straight for—
ward, The rater assigns a paxrticular DoU based on the aefinition of the
various Dol categories and th? interviewee's statements duiing that se%—
ment of the interview. _ l

If the interviewee is using the program or innovative feature, i
the rater mst also détermine the LoU-iod rating for the interview seg~
ment. This is somewhat more difficult since thére are three behavioral
categorios to consider: information seeking, evaluative behavior, and
status reporting. A scparate LoU-Mod rating is made for each of these
behavioral catégories and then an overall LoU-lMod rating is made for the
intervieﬁ scgment. ‘The suggested procedure is as follows:’ when a state-
ment is made that appears lo place'the interviewee at a certain level of
use for a particular behavioral category, a tally mark is made on -the
rating sheet by the appropriate number. If the statement may be intex-
preted as applying to more than one level of use, separate tally marks
are made for each.‘ Once-the interview segment is over, the rater must
assign a LoU-Mod rating for each behavioral category and decide on an
overall rating. These decisions should not be based solely on which
LoU-lod has the most tally marks since‘one statewment may be more signif-~
icant than the others. However, the tally marks do help provide cvidence
for a decision. In making these decisions, the ratdr.mist remember that
each behavioral category and the overall LoU-Mod should be rated indepen-
dently. Often an individual will have different LoU-Mod's:for the dif-
ferent behavioral categories.

Two special designations are-providc& ab the bottom of the rating
sheet, ND and NI. The ND rating is used for those situations in which
the interviewee reports doing nothing in that behavioral category. -The
NI rating is used to indicate when there is not ;ufficient‘information

S

1— )

)
~S
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Figure 5: Level of Impleméntation Rating Sheet‘\\

Dol Matrix fer:. .

14 ‘

Interview Data: Tape { . .
§X¢o;“_____~w‘ D # L DoU-0 '
Date: / / Interviewer: e Non-Tse Lou-tod s
Rating Datas ¢ gigside | wicn| rour Ré%n MODE
Date: ./ -/  Rater #l: . hoU—2
Date: /[ / Rater #2: ~___ |Prartial
How difficult was this tape to rate? DoU-3
Regular
Zzzz 12345 xz:z DoU-4
s Entegr.|
DoT rating of:ﬂ-‘mnﬁugf"rﬁ_vﬁV_»RA__v_‘(progrgm or feature name)
Info. Eval. Status
bol (Circle one)}  LoU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non-Usé ~Mechanical. A A A A
1 - Outside Routine B B B B
2 - Partial Refined C C C. C
3 - Regular - Modified D S D
4 - Integrative  Not Doing ND ND ND
Past User? Y N No Info. | NI NT NT
Dol rating of: . (feature name)
| Info. Eval. Status
- DoU (Circle onc) — Loli-Mod Seeking - Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non-Use - Mechanical A A A A
1 - Qutside Routine B B B B
2 - Partial Refined C C C C’
3 - Regular Modified D b D D
4 - ]ntegfative Not Doing ND ND ND
Past User? Y N No Info. NI NI NI
Dol rating of: _ (feature name)
Info. Eval. Status
DoU (Circle one) LoU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non-Use | Mechanical A A A A
1 - Outside Routine B B B B
2 - Partial Refined C C C C
3 - Regular Modified D D D D
4 - Integrative Not Doing ND ND ND ‘
.Past User? Y N No Info. NI NI NI B
’ b1
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prgvided in the interview to make a rating Elther the interviewer

fajled to ask for the 1niormat10n or the. lnterviewee did not provide
c%ough*lnformatlon.

/

BV Once the DoU and the overall LoU-Mod have been determined for a

J.

partlcular interview segment, they can be recorded in the matrix on the
ating shee?. If che numbers or letters are used to designate the vari-

ﬁ?s ﬁnterview segments, all the DoU's and LoU—Nod's for an interview can

be represented on a single level of implementation matrix to provide an

implementation profile for that individual. This matrix is also uséful
in compiling data from several‘individuals. The ébmpleted Lol rating
orm for the sampleainfenview (Appendix 1) is given in Appendix 2.

N

ilization of Level of Implementation Data

Research?rs studyiﬁg the processEs of implementation will be
primarily interested in individual users' level of implementation (LoI)
profiles and how these change as a function of time. Hall et al. (1975)
havé\hypothesized that grdwth in the dﬁality of use ¢f an inmovation is

devel\Ypmental for most individuals and the level of use should increase

as a ﬁﬁncblon of time.

Those researchers who engaged in éuﬁmative evaluations or compara-—
tive stédios of curricula may simply be interested in assessing the "pur-
ity" of the experimental and control groups. In these cases, the indiv-
idual LoTI \atriges are of little value and further data reduction is
possible. \@his may be done by producing master Lol matrices. One for the

\
overall LoI\pf the program and one for each of the innovative features
assessed. Eé@h cell of these matrices would éontain frequency counts of
the numbers oﬁgusers in either the control or the experimental group
having a partiévlar combination of DoU and LoU-Mod. Ideally all of the
individuals in ehe control group would be non-users while all those in
the experlmental kroup would have a routine or refined lcvel of use and
be regular users. xResearchers who find considerable variation in the
level and degkee of\use of the various innovative features may be able
to devise a reéearch design that allows ‘the assessment of the}relative
contribution of\?he vc\ious fegtures oﬁ the_overall impact of the curric-
ulum package. This typ@ of research is rarely done and definitive reswults

would prove invaluable ﬁp Iinstructional designers.
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Application of the Methodology

»The preceding mefhodology has been used to measure the level of .
implementation of the junior high school_écience program The Natural |
« World (me) (Burkman et al., 1975~7). This is the revision and modular
adaptatlon of the ISCS program; Probing the Natural World (Intermedlate
Sclence Curriculum Study, 1970—72) The degree of implementation of

the overall program and three separate innovative features were assessed. \

Thg various separate innovations are defined in Figure 6. These defini- .
Figure 6: Definitions of Features of the TNW’Program:

Features : Definitions

Self Pacing (P) The rate at which each student or small group (4 or

- less) progresses is self determined. The teacher
may encaqurage slow or fast students to work at a
more .reasonable rate. The use of a time schedule
that students must follow is a substantial modifica-
P tion. Lock stepping the entire class constitutes
non-use,

Self Sequencing (S) | Individual students select which module to start on
and the sequence of modules they use. Teacher re-
strictions on the number of students working on a
module simultaneously are permitted as are teacher
suggestions as to which module meets a student's
needs or interests. Forming permanent lab groups
that must jointly plan a sequence constitutes sub-
stantial modification. ,Prespecifying sequences of
modules for ‘more than 1 or 2 students constitutes
non-use.

T~

.

Self Evaluation (E)| Prior to taking the standardized test for a module

' students use the self evaluation items to assess
their progress. Students should correct their own
items and decide whick' activitiea, if any, to redo.
Teacher scoring of the items is permitted. Using
the results for grading purposes or requiring a
student to redo activities based on the results con-
stitutes substantial modification.

.

tions were arrived at based on the author's peySonal experience with the
< \ . program in both the developméht and implementqtion phase and from a

study .of various Individualized Teacher-Preparation-modules developed

for the original ISCS ﬁrogrmm (Intermediate Science Curriculum Study,

w 1972-74).
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Subjects T | o o o,
A tot%lﬂgf five  teachers using the TN program vere interviewed, cr
Three were teaghing in a local school and two were from different loca-
tions in the Uniteé States.: All of the subjects were experienced
teachers having taught science for moresphan five yéaré. For two of the

teachers this was-their first year of using the program. .

Précedure
The teachers were interviewed-lafe in the school year to ensure
that their use of the program had stabilized, The interview format fol-
lowed the one previously described. The local teachers were interviewed
personally. The U.S. teachers were intérviewed by telephore. Loucks,
Newlove, and Hall (1975, pp 38-39) indicate that telephone interviewing
is an acceptable procedure and may reduce the inhibitions pfesent in a
face~to~-face interviewing situation.. In each case the interview was
tape recorded. An annotated transcriptof one of the interviews is pro-

vided in Appendix 1. The Lol ratings were done by the author.

A
Findings
The Lol ratings of the five teachers for the overall program and
the three innovative features are presented in Pigure 7. The individual

teacher's ratings are identified using lower case letters., An examina-
' ;34,&,‘,14: -

. . . o ubgﬁhﬁﬁéﬁﬂ
tion of the matrix for the overall program indicates thatell'the teacHeﬂf' A

FPigure 7: Observed Dol lMatricies for the TulW Program

Dol Matrix for Overall Program DoI Matrix for Self_@écing -
DoU-0 DoU-0
Non-Use LoU-Mod Non-Use LoU-~Tod
DoU-1 A B C D DoU-1 A B C D
Outside MECH | ROUT | REFD | MODE Outside MECIT {ROUT [REFD [MODF
DoU-2 DoU-2

Partial Partial,

DoU-3 . DoU--3 )

Regular acd| be Regwlar| . |- ad | b e
DoU-4 ! - | DoU~4 N

Integr. « T Integr.| 7 ¢
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Figure 7 (continued) -
DoI Matrix for Self Sequencing " DoI Matrix for Self Bvaluation
[Dou—0 | | DoU-0 c
Non-Use| © * LoU-Mod NonUse " LoUeMod
DoU-1 Al B|]lc| oD DoU-1 - Al.Blc{mD
Outside MECH|ROUT | REFD| MODF| + | Outside| | MECH|ROUT (RFFD| MODF
DoU-~2 DoU-2- ‘
Partiall - ’ Partial
DolU-3 : DoU-3
Regular acd | b Regular ad be
| DoU-4 1 DoU-4 o
Integr. - | Integr. ¢

are regular users of the program aﬂd function at a routine or refined level.
However, the other matrices indicate that there are considerable varia-
tions in the teachers degree and level of use of the different innovative
features of the program.

It is always, risky to generalize on the basis of the very limited
data base. However, it would appear that there are significant differ-
ences in how teachers implement a curriculum package in the classroom
and that an assessment of their overall level of use of the program is
inadequate to detect these differences. Further research is needed to
substantiate the existence of these variations, to refine the techniques
of measuring them, to determine whqﬁher they have important effects on
student outcomes, and develop methods' of helping teachers achieve those

levels and degrees of use that maximize student outcomes.

£
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APPENDIX 1
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]
p R - ) S .
. fopescript of Lol Taterview
, N
.

The tapescript that follewsis a transeript of the actual interview
of teachcer "b". The interview format follows that of Figure 4 quite
N closely but not exactly. Some questions were dropped during sthe
course of the interview because the required information had bden
given in an earlier part of the fintervicew. Comments arc ‘prov,ic’lod to
assist the reader in cateporizing the informat ion provided by the
. various responses. Where a comment indicates a speciflic LoU-Mod or
' DoU catepory, a tally mark was recorded on the Lol Fat ing Sheet. The
comploted Lol Rating Sheet is given in Appendix 2.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1:

R:

L:-Do you use it regularly with alt your

R:
I:

"R:

Ve

R:

l:

R:

l:

R

[:

R:

Imtervicew with Teacher "bY

bd

Interview

Are you using the modular version of
The Natural World proftam?

Yes, with all six classes T teach.

stndents? )
't

Yes, everyone is on this program.

Cenerally speaking how do you think
the program is working out in your
situation, >

L find it good. Tt works well. The
kids are getting quite a bit out of
it. They seem to like dit.

Any problems?

Not with the program itself, no.
Possibly with class size. The
program is good.

Have you made any chanpes recently
in how you go about using the
program?

With one class, the weakest class,
I sort of paced them a bit at the
begiuning for the first book or two

850 they got perhaps a bit more of

ah understanding of what their
responsibilities were in the program.
But., :}ft'ur that they were on their
own.

Why did you make this change?

Welly, they're a weaker elass and
think, {a pavt of their
problem. They didn't know what to .
look. for. They wertn't reading it
and (1l1(]01‘5t;1l1dihg it the way they
should before they started the
experiments,

reading, |1

What do you see as the effects of
the program?
Well, 1-think the students are a bit

more capable now of doing individual
work - of collecting and organizing
information. Perhaps they're putting

Ca bit more falth in thelr own abltity

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

to do things,

T

Awl !

, - . T .
Comments / :
T P

To determine whether a user or
non-user of the program.

Indicates extensive use. .
Probing for extent of use.

\

Tndicates regular use (DoU 3). —

Probing status reporting LoU-Mod
behavioral category.

~ Reports program is going well

with few indications of problems
(LoU-Mod S.R. - routine use).

Probe status reporting.

Again, indicates no problems.
(LoU-Mod S.R. - routine use).

Probe” for changes that would be
indicative of refined or modified
use.

The teacher has made some mod-
iffcation of the program. This
may indicate mechanical use or
refined use. The change fs not -
large enongh to be considered a
substantial modification. ¢
(LoU-~Mod S. R. - retined)

.

Probe to separate mechanical
from refined use.

Change was made to meet student,

rather than teacher,needs and
was designed to the
program's impact on students.
Strong and clear indication of
refined LoU-Mod. (LoU-Mod E.B. -
refined use)

increase

Probe of evaluative behaviors

Lol-Mod category.

Indicates awareness of both
the short and long term changes
in student behaviors. (LoU-Mod
l"..ll./'- refined use). -

dn
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e Interview.” - - 4= . Comments -, = . ;.
[: liow do you know this? o " Probe of evaldat,ivgf behavior. _
R: Well, from the typg of results, the Indicates informal evaluation -
type of questions they ask, the way of long term student outcomes.
they set-up and organize their (LoU~-Mod FE.B. ~ refined). .
equipment .,
1: Have you gotten any student feedback Probe of evaluative behavior
e -about the program? and basis for changes made, ,
: A N
R: Yes. I find they like it. Fspecially Generally awvare of students!
N the better students who really enjoy feelings. Indicates some in~
thig type of thing ahere they're not formal evaluation. (LoU-Mod |
. - ) . . ®
tled down to the slower ones and they E.B. - refined).
pet a lot out of it. . «lg“”' e
. oo ' ) . . . L
[ Ave you currently looking for any new Probe information sceking
ideas or .information about the pro- category. p
gram? ) ’
RS No, not reatly. 1t is going well now. Indicates routine ]_g‘vel of use
S for this category.” (LoU-Mod I.S. -
o routine).
A . . : . 2o o . N H hid
I: You've given me a pretty reasonables fransition to focusing on the
Tdea of how you are using the pro< specific iunovative features of
pram o in gereral terms. Now let's . the program. '
look at some of the specifics. K
Lol for the Overall Program:
Doll-3 Reyular user of the program
I.UU‘"MUL]: . » i
L.S. -~ Informatiou sceeking -~ Routine
E.B. = Fvaluative behavior - Refined
S.RO -~ Status reporting - Refined
Overall ToU-Mod rating - Retined :
Interview Comments
Cn e e M EHi
! § - . ] . . N
) L: One feature of the propgram that you Ifitroduction and definition of .
" hiave mentioned already is self-pac~ Jdwthe feature. "
y |
. e . | - &)
iny. This means that the students, o :
U 4 . . o
' cither by themselves or in smatl )
S froups,. et to decide how fast they w7 -
' go through the waterial. : s
Ave you using this type of self- S(-p:l"r_\ﬁ&-ﬁ users and non-users.,
pacing with your classes? f : .
al . -
R Yes, T uam, Indicates use of the feature.
1: Do you use it regularly with all the robe of degree of use. '
student s7y (pause) You mentioned the
one m‘oupz
R: Yoo, the vie group. 1 kept ther Indicates regular use (DoU-3).
topether for the fist two books, More . This response and previons ones
i .
Qo ’
ERIC Y | - .
A'? g ] *
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Comments

"really wht

“to get them to read things, to look

at thcir4

A4format10n and to see

the information means.
But, after that, after the flrst two
books, I let them go.tand I found that
they were doing probably as well as ’

some of the other classe&

* Not really.

T,

In gencral terms, how do you see
self pacrng as working out?

I think it works out quite well, if

“your students. are capable of reading

and know what they want to do The

.bulk of the classes have no problems

at all. It works well.

\ * P ;'

ATre you looking for any new ideas or
information about self pacing?

(pause) I don't follow you.

Are-you looking fof new ideas or are
you satisfied with how things are
going now?

Yea, as I said I've been pretty
satisfied with it.

Originally, the self paced approach’
meant that each student decided for
himself his own rate of progress. Is
this how you use it?

¢ Yes, they work on their own. I will

from time to time put little notes
on the board as to where I feel they
should be at a particular time of
year. After a month I.might say you
should be on your second book. And,
they may or may not be at that point.
It gives them some way of pacing
their time. ‘

Are you planning any more changes in

how you use it?

I might in another year
spend a little more time on the

Resource Book as I did this last year.
I found that going through the Resource
Book itself gave them a bit of infor-

mation about chemical symbols,

indicate an overallSrefined
LoU-Mod for self-pacing.The
change is not major and was
implemented to meet student

“and not teacher needs. The

status reporting category* is
rated as refined. (LoU-Mod S.R.
~ refined). ’

Further probe of status report-

ing.

Indicates no problems which
would normally indicate a
routine level of use. However,
states qualifications that

imply assessment of program and
students and the need for match-
ing. (LoU-Mod E.B. - refined &
LoU-Mod S.R. - refined) .

Probe of information seéking
category.
Clarification.

I

Indicates no seeking of new ideas

(LoU-Mod I.S. - routine)

Probe’ for any other changes.

Indicates only minor changes but
changes that are student, rather
than teacher, oriented. (LoU-Mod
S.R. - refined)

Prdbe for plénning for future
changeg}
7

No indigétion/of specific major

changes. The change indicated
again has a student focus.

LS



Interview

Comments

chemical reactions and' things like
that before they start lnLo the
program helps

I: What sort of effects do you see self
pacing as having?

R: Well, as I ﬁentioned,‘the students
are more assured of themselves. They
have a little more confidence in
what they are doing. They do some-
thing on their own and see it is
right, it's good - they've got a
positive result. T think this builds
up a3 little more confidence in the
student. They are not simply copy-
ing notes or something like that.
They are achieving some goal.

I: Have you gotten any sgtudent feedback
about self pacing?

R: I found my students really liKe this.
In one class, for example, I found
about one-quarter of them have
finished the program and are started.
into the grade nine program. They
liked it. They worked well and they
saw this as a goal: that they could
finistr and go-on. They weren't locked
in now for a month with nothing to do.

. They could move into the third area of
- the program.

I: Do the students you teach encounter
' this self pacing approach in any of
the other classes they take?

h: Not real%y, no.

Note: This is the only point in
the interview where one particular
modification is ‘mentioned - this

teacher has all the students work -

through the Resource Book before
starting .the program proper. This
is a substantial modification of
the use of the Resource Book but,
since the use of this feature was
not being-assessed, this was not
followed up. However, thijisf{does
indicate the importance of doing
the features separately and in
detail. . -

Probe of evaluative behaviors.

Indicates some informai’assessment
of student outcomes. (LoU -Mod E.B.
- refined) \

s

¢

Further probe of evaluating
behavior.

Indicates awareness and some
informal evaluation of students'
affective states. (LoU-Mod E.B.
- refined).

Separate integrative users:

Not an integrative user

Lol for the Self Pdcing Feature:

DoU-3 Regular user of self pacing

‘LoU-Mod: Overall rating - Refined

-

»



Comments

‘}nterview

: Another feature of the program is
self sequencing. This means that

the students can decide which module

to start on and what sequence to go
through them.
Do you use this approach?

Introduction and definition of
self sequencing.

Probe to separate users andwngh:

‘. users.

: Yes. I use it on six of the seven
modules. One of the modules, I
found, took a 'lot of care in hand-
ling chemicals, and accuracy is
important. So I prefer that they
had done three or four of the other
modules before I allowed them to go
-on to that one. But,.with the other
six it was entirely up to them what
sequence they went in.

: So, with that one exception, ¥ou were
using it with everybne in the class.
You didn't have some  students that

. had a particular sequence that they
had to go through?

¢ No. Except for the one class that I
mentioned that started on one module,
they all selected the sequence

h3

In general terms, how do you think
this self sequencing worked out?

: Well, I didn't see any problem with
it. There was nothing where one book
had a great dependance on another
one. So there was, no problem with
sequencing.

: Have you been hunting for any ideas
or information about how to change
or modify what you're doing?

: No, I really didn't see any need to
modify it., It was working quite well.
I was pleased with it and the kids
were quite happy.

: What did you see as the effect of’

self selecting the sequence? (pause) .

Or, didn't you see that it had much
effect?

I really don't:think it had too much
effect. Like the &students looked at
taking the easy ones first and that

Indicates probably a regular
user. Modification based on
assessment of long term needs
and outcomes and is designed

to increase the impact of the
program on the students. 7 .
(DoU-3) (LoU-Mod S.R. - refined;
E.B. — refined). .

Probe for degree of use and for
changes.

~

Routine use (DoU-3) definitely
indicated. Reference to change
mentioned earlier. That change
was student orientegd to increase
impact.. (LoU-Mod S.é. - refined).

Probe-for status report.

)
Indicates feature operating well
which is characteristic of the-
routine level of use. (LoU-Mod
S.R. - routine). :

Probe for dinformationlseeking.

Indicates no-search for additional

information.
routine).

(LoU-Mod I.S. -~

¥

Probe of evaluative behavior.

Indicates that no evaluation of

‘this feature had taken place or

the evaluation indicated that it

4



Interview
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[

Comments

.sort of thing. But, they can' L judge
from the color of the cover or the
name of the book whether it is easy
or hard. And, I think they sort of
gave up after-the first one. They
took what was available and what
they wanted to. do.

: Do the students you teach run into

this approach in their other classes?

: No they won't. Now they may to a
small. extent in mathematics but I .
think the testing and so forth there
has been pretty well laid out and
they are 1ock—stepp9d most of the
time. -

had little effect. Mgy indicate
either routine or refined level
of use (LoU-Mod E.B. routine &

refined).

Initial probe for integrative
use. A

Indicates little or no use in
other classes so no opportunity
for an integrative approach.

Lol for the Self Sequencing Feature:

DoU-3 Regular user of self sequencing (minor modifications only)

LoU-Mod: ‘Overall rating - refined

Interview

Comments

Y

I: The last part of the program we

want to talk about is the self
‘evaluation part of the program.

As you know, there are self
evaluation questions at the end of
‘each chapter The original intent
was for the student to evaluate
hig own progress and make decisions
about whether he was ready to go on
or he had to go back and .redo some
- things. "

Are you making use of the self
evaluation part of the program?

: Yes, the students complete them

after each unit. Then I ask them

to check them and then bring them

up to me. I'1ll look them over, talk
about the questions with the student-
which ones he got wrong and why -
what it should have been and I try to
get him to reason why the answer he
has is or isn't whats he had there.
And, I think they accept this. They
‘use this in studying for tests as
well. It's to their advantage. They
see thls as well.

: Do you use thlS approach with all the
students?

Introduction and-definition of
self evaluation.

"Probe to separate users from non-

users.

Indicates probable regular use but
suggests that there may be a major
change relating to strong teacher -
involvement in the decision making
process about whether to proceed or
not. :

Probe of degree of use.\\\



~

Interview

: Yes. In the odd case I might have to

ask the student §o go back and redo
a particular experiment. But, in
most “cases, the student sees he is
all wrong and decides to go back
and redo it and see where he made
his mistakes.

In general, how do you think your

self-evaluation approach works out.

It works out quite well. Again, the

~students coming in they chapge their

ideas as they go through, the’course.-
If you evaluate them at different

‘times you get entirely different

results. I think by the end of the
course they can give you a fairly
good evaluation. *

: Are you looking for any ideas or

information abcut the self eveluation
aspect of the course.

: No, not really.

I: Originally, the self:evaluation

A

approach involved allowing the
students to make their own decisions
whdther to go on or back. Other
teachers use the self evaluation
questions for grading purposes or
check them over and decide for the
student whether or not the student
should go on. Are you using the
original approach or have you made
some changes?

I don't grade them on the self
evaluations for a term mark. I'll
grade them on the book as a whole.
I let them mark them and if there
are errors I discuss them with the
student and between us we will decide
whether he should go back and do an
experiment - whether he understands
what went wrong. If -he understands
what was wrong and knows, sometimes
that is just as good as redoing the
experiment.

: You have moved away from the students

making their own decisions and now
use joint decision making?

: Yes.

Comments ,/ ‘

Further indication of major
modification of the orjginal
approach. If the teacher can
not convince the student to
redo a section, the student
may be told to redo it.
(DoU-3 regular user)

Probe for status reporting and
evaluation.

Response seems to imply that
there are no problems (LoU-Mod
S.R. ~ routine) and some sort

of evaluation that indicates
student’ progress in self assess-
ment. (LoU-Mod E.B. - refined).

Probe of information seeking.

.

(LoU—Mod I.S5. - routine)

Definition of the original
approach and probe for any
changes. The statement of
possible variations was included
to avoid giving the impression
that the original approach was
the only acceptable one.

Indicates two major changes:
Although the self evaluations

are not given a separate term
mark, they are part of the book
that is considered and thus are
used for grading purposes. Second,
the decision making is joint and
not just under student control.
(LoU~Mod ~ Modification!!)

Direct pxOhe.df decision making
changes., :

(LoU~Mod - Modified) Definitely
established serious modification.



Interview

R:

: What do .you see as the effects of
self evaluation?

It seems to make the student more
aware of what he is capable of doing,
what he has produced. He knows
whether he is producing what he is
capable of. They know that copying
the answers from the back of the book
isn't doing them any good. And, it~
brings out perhaps the honesty in
them.

: Have *you gotten any student feed-

back about the self evaluations?

Not too much. I've had students who
have questioned the answers in the.
book quite a bit and they've come
up with other po$51b111t1eq

Is yours the omly class in wh1ch
your students encounter self
evaluation?

: Well, apart fromithe stience prograrf,

I think they use it a little bit in
the phys ed department.

: Do you ever work together with the

phys ed- department about self
evaluations?

: No. We haven't worked together that

much.

29"

>

Comments

»

Probe of evaluative behavior.

Indicates knowledge of the long
term cutcomes of the program.
(LoU-Mod E.B. - refined).

\
Further probe of evaluatlve

behavior. [

To detect possible integrative
users.

.
[
Neen?

Probe of'possible.integrative use.-

No integrative use.

LoI for the Self Evaluation Feature:

DoU-3 Regular user of

self evaluation (with major modifications)

LoU-Mod: Overall rating ~ Modified
NOTES:
1. This interview lasted about 20 minutes.’

. At the time the ifiterView was conducted, the teacher was completing his

second year of working with the program. He has worked with a total of
eleven classes of students (about 28 per class) in levels 1 and 2 of the

program (grades 76&.8).

=
T
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- Completed Lol ﬁatiﬂg Form
The Lol Rating Sheet that follows indicates the data recorded and fﬁé“'
Lol ratings made for the interview with teacher "b". A complete:tran-
seript of the interview is provided in Appendix 1. '
W
, ‘ I :
2
\
’
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Completed lLevel of Implementation Rating Sheet

Intervicy Data:

Tape # o3

Dol Matrix for __IN_\*\_/J__—QY)

Site: 0O/ i 1 # A [pou-o .
Date: 78/ 06/02 Inter'vvi_e{wer:___A/_-ua__ Non:Use LoU-tod —
Rating Data: . g:g;ido - e RouT | RitED [10DE
Date: 718/06/0% Rater {1: ‘ N DolU-2
Date: / /  Rater #2: Partial] .
v ficult was this tape ate? = '
How difficult was LhAJs_ tape to rate! gz‘lgnufliar oprs| E.
@3
Integr.
’ Dol rating of: (program or feature name) -
Info.  Eval. Status _ )
DoU (Circle one)  Lol-Mod Secking Behavior Report Overall
‘ 0 - Non-Use If{eqhnnical» J A A A .\
1 - Outside Routine @ B B B
2 - Partial .Rei?i,ned c @ D ©
@) - regular Modified D D, D D
' » 4 - Integrative Not Doing " ND ND. ND-
Past User? Y () No Info. NI N1 NI
boi rating of: S<3(b Pacin gjiln(feature namne)
_ ‘ ' Info. Eval. Status
DoU (Circle ome)  ToU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non-Use Mechanical A . AI A A
1 - Outsid'o Routine B! B - -B B
2 - Partial Reflined @ @ @ k @
3 - Regular Modified D D " D D
b _j_*l_x_l_tﬁg;{:f.'l ,t_!_\it Not Doing ND ND ND
\ Past User? Y N No Info. NT NI NI
\ Dol rating of:'"S_gw(_{-‘&_g_g%'g‘e_nm&(_gz(fcnt'.urc name)
\ ) Info. Eval. Status
© DoU (Circle one)  LoU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
T \\ 0 - Non-Use Mechaniecal A A A
\ 1 - Outside Routine | B B

2 -
3 -

Partial
Regular
- Integrative

User? Y N

Refined

Modified

‘Not Doing

No Info.

®5
C

) @ ©

R R B
ND - " ND ND
NI ' NI ‘o

NT -




. Intervici Data:

/

Completed Level of Implementation Rating Shect

Tape # 03

l Dol Matrix for:

32

site: Q] m#_ _f  [pou-0 _
‘bate: 78/06/02 Intoyviewer:_~_ﬁi_ﬂ_~_ Non-Usc, Lou-Mod
Rating Data: : g:)xlt]s—;ide MEECH| ROUT | RiED |MODY
Date:73/ob/oL{Rater.#1:v N Dol-2 -
Date: ./ / Rater #21;“__,___,,-, 'Partial
How difficult was this tape to rate? DoU-3
' . Regular
. Very 1y 234 5 VeXy DoU-4
f’”*\' easy . hard Intégr.
" ‘Dol rating of: Se (-P_.;ﬁuq(ua_tio-,, (E) (program or feature ‘name)
- ‘ Info. Eval. Status
DoU- (Circle one)  LoU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non?tse Mechanical A A A A
1 - Outside Routine B B/ B
2 - Partial Refined C (::) C C
.3 - Regular Modified D D @
ég—llntegrative Not Doing ND ND ND ‘ :
Past User? Y N . No Info. NI NI NI
Dol rating.of: (feature name) ‘
Info. Eval. . Status -
DoU (Circle one) LoU-Mod Seeking Behavior Report Overall
) 0 - NOQTUse Mechanical ] A A : A A
. -1 - ngéide Routine Bv B B B
2 - Partial Refined C C C C
3 - Regular Modified D D D D
4 - Integrative  Not Doing ND ND ND
Past User? Y N No Info. NI NI NI
. Y
Dol rating of: (feature name)
. Info." Eval. Status
ng_(circxe one) LoU-Mod Sceking Behavior Report Overall
0 - Non-Use Mechanical A A A A
1 - Outside Routine - B B B B
2 - Partial Refined , C C : C C
, 3{—'R¢gular Modified ‘ D D D D
4‘—,intcgrativc Not Doing ND ND  ND
foe No Info. NI NI

NI

o . N Past User? Y N




